PATENT 

Serial No. 10/510,256 
Amendment in Reply to Final Office Action of December 13, 2007 

REMARKS 

This Amendment is being filed in response to the Final Office 
Action mailed December 13, 2 0 07, which has been reviewed and 
carefully considered. Reconsideration and allowance of the present 
application in view of the remarks to follow are respectfully- 
requested. 

In the Final Office Action, claims 1, 4-5, 9 and 11 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 (b) as being as allegedly anticipated 
by U.S. Patent No. 5,323,091 to Morris ("Morris"). Claims 3 and 12 
are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Morris in view of European Patent Publication No. 
WO 00/77826 to Van Den Nieuwenhuizen ("Van Den Nieuwenhuizen" ) . 
Claims 6-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Morris in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,294,870 to 
Kawashima ( "Kawashima" ) . Claims 8 and 10 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §103 (a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Morris in view 
of Kawashima in further view of U.S. Patent No. 6,094,017 to 
Adamson ("Adamson"). 
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These rejections are respectfully traversed. It is 
respectfully submitted that claims 1 and 3-12 are patentable over 
Morris alone and in view of Van Den Nieuwenhuizen, Kawashima and 
Adamson in any combination for at least the following reasons . 

The Applicant maintains that Morris is directed to a lamp 
having a cavity 50 formed in a press seal 42 shown in FIG 2. As 
recited on column 3, lines 42-45, an external ground plane 54 is 
attached to existing grounded frame parts allowing capacitive 
coupling between a foil 44 and the ground plane 54. 

This position forwarded by the Applicant is apparently not 
refuted in that in a Response to Arguments section of the Final 
Office Action (see, page 6, 3 rd paragraph), it is agreed that the 
(emphasis added) "Morris reference states that the ground plane [54 
cited in the Final Office Action] is attached to grounded frame 
parts of the lamp " yet the Final Office Action inexplicably comes 
to the conclusion that "since a current does not run through the 
grounded frame parts or the capacitive body during normal operation 
(only during faults) , the frame is not considered an electrical 
body. " 
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Leaving aside how the final Office Action considers the ground 
plane 54 of Morris to be an "external capacitive body [that] is 
electrically isolated from any electrical body " as recited in each 
of claims 1, 3 and 9, it is not clear how the Final Office Action 
came to the conclusion that "a current does not run through the 
grounded frame parts or the capacitive body during normal operation 
..." This position is directly refuted by Morris in Col. 3, lines 
46-50 which states (emphasis added) " [w] hen the lamp is energized , 
electric fields are produced within cavity 50 by the voltage 
between foil 44 and ground plane 54 . " In fact, Morris teaches that 
" [t]he electric fields cause ionization of the fill material within 
cavity 50 and generation of ultraviolet radiation." Accordingly, 
it is respectfully submitted that a current does flow to the ground 
plane 54 in normal operation of the lamp in Morris. 

Returning now to the assertion in the Final Office Action that 
the ground plane 54 of Morris is electrically isolated from any 
electrical body , it is respectfully submitted that it is the 
antithesis of a ground plane that it be electrically isolated from 
any electrical body ! In fact, a ground plane is only a ground 
plane because it is electrically coupled to a ground source. It is 
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in fact this electrical coupling of the ground plane 54 to some 

ground source (existing grounded frame parts in terms of Morris, 

see, col. 3, lines 42-44) that enables the production of electric 

fields that cause ionization of the fill material within the cavity 

50 (see, Col. 3, lines 46-50). 

In light of the above discussion, it is respectfully submitted 

that the high-pressure discharge lamp of Claim 1 is not anticipated 

or made obvious by the teachings of Morris alone and in view of Van 

Den Nieuwenhuizen. For example, Morris alone and in view of Van 

Den Nieuwenhuizen does not disclose or suggest, a high-pressure 

discharge lamp that amongst other patentable elements, comprises 

(illustrative emphasis provided) "said first seal further 

incorporates a gas- filled cavity which is at least partially 

surrounded by an external capacitive body, wherein the external 

capacitive body comprises an electrically isolated resilient body 

which clamps itself partially around the seal, wherein the external 

capacitive body is electrically isolated from any electrical body " 

as recited in claim 1, and as similarly recited in each of claims 3 

and 9 . 
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Morris in fact shows a capacitive body 54 electrically coupled 
to an electrical body in a form of a ground plane. Van Den 
Nieuwenhuizen is cited for allegedly showing a resilient capacitive 
body 4 5 which is electrically coupled to an electrical body 
electrode 70 by an electrical coupling 46 (see, Van Den 
Nieuwenhuizen, FIG. 1) and as such (being electrically coupled to 
electrode 70), does not cure the noted deficiencies of Morris. 
Kawashima and Adamson are recited for allegedly showing elements of 
dependent claims and as such, do nothing to cure the deficiencies 
in each of Morris and Van Den Nieuwenhuizen. 

Based on the foregoing, the Applicant respectfully submits 
that independent claims 1, 3 and 9 are patentable over Morris alone 
and in view of Van Den Nieuwenhuizen, Kawashima and Adamson in any 
combination and notice to this effect is earnestly solicited. 
Claims 4-8 and 10-12 depend from claim 1 and accordingly are 
allowable for at least this reason as well as for the separately 
patentable elements contained in each of the claims. Accordingly, 
separate consideration and allowance of each of the dependent 
claims is respectfully requested. 
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In addition, Applicant denies any statement, position or 
averment of the Examiner that is not specifically addressed by the 
foregoing argument and response. Any rejections and/ or points of 
argument not addressed would appear to be moot in view of the 
presented remarks. However, the Applicant reserves the right to 
submit further arguments in support of the above stated position, 
should that become necessary. No arguments are waived and none of 
the Examiner's statements are conceded. 

Applicant has made a diligent and sincere effort to place this 
application in condition for immediate allowance and notice to this 
effect is earnestly solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Gregory L. Thorne, Reg. 3 9,3 98 
Attorney for Applicant (s) 
January 15, 2008 



Thorne & Halajian, llp 

Applied Technology Center 
111 West Main Street 
Bay Shore, NY 11706 
Tel: (631) 665-5139 
Fax: (631) 665-5101 
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